Remarks 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of all of the 
claims of the application. The status of the claims is as follows: 

• Claims 1-11,1 3-35, 37-62, 64-83 and 85-95 are currently pending. 

• Claim 14 is canceled herein. 

• Claims 1 , 27, 41 , 71 , and 91 are amended herein. 



Cited Documents 

The following documents have been applied to reject one or more claims of 
the Application: 

• Barile: Barile, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0093531 

• William: Williams, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0158614 

• Tackin: Tackin etal., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2009/0052642 

• Burges: Burges, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0260550 

• Holzrichter: Holzrichter, U.S. Patent No. 6,006,175 

• Braida: Braida etal., U.S. Patent No. 6,317,716 



§ 103 Rejections 

Claims 1-11, 13-28, 30-35, 37-46, 48-52, 54-62, 64-69, 72-83 and 85-93 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being obvious over Barile in view of 
Williams. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. Nevertheless, Applicant 
amends claims 1, 27, and 41 in order to expedite prosecution. Support for the 
amendments can be found at least in canceled claim 14. 
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Claims 47, 70, and 91 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being obvious over Barile in view of Tackin. Applicant respectfully traverses the 
rejection. Nevertheless, Applicant amends claims 70 and 91 to include subject matter 
from the specification that can be found in at least paragraph [0063] of the specification 
or in claim 47. 

Independent Claims 1 and 27 

Applicant submits that the Office has not made a prima facie showing that 

independent claims 1 and 27 are obvious in view of Barile in view of Williams. Applicant 

submits that neither Barile nor Williams disclose, teach, or suggest the following 

features of these claims, as amended (with emphasis added): 

• wherein the identifier of the first participant comprises a location 
associated with the first participant 

Claims 1 and 27 recite in part, "wherein the identifier of the first participant 
comprises a location associated with the first participant." The Office alleges Barile 
discloses this element. (Office Action, page 7). Barile describes a communication 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants and identifying each participant 
and highlighting which participant is the "active participant." (Barile, abstract). Barile 
describes various identifiers for each participant including moving video images, frozen 
video images, or a photograph. (Barile, [0033]). Barile also describes an embodiment 
that uses two audio tracks (left and right) and broadcasts the audio tracks on the left or 
right track "corresponding to the location on the display of the window showing the video 
image of the active participant. For example, if the image of the active participant is 
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being displayed in a window on the left side of the display, then the audio may be output 
to the left side [speaker]." (Barile, [0036]). 

Barile fails to disclose "wherein the identifier of the first participant comprises a 
location associated with the first participant" by describing the use of the location of 
window on a display to determine whether an audio signal is directed to a left channel 
speaker or a right channel speaker. Although Barile describes the use of a video image 
to identify an active participant in the video conference, Barile does not describe using 
the "location associated with the first participant" as an identifier. Barile describes using 
the location of the identifier on a display screen to determine which speaker channel to 
broadcast an audio signal. "For example, if the image of the active participant is being 
displayed in a window on the left side of the display, then the audio may be output to the 
left side [speaker]." (Barile, [0036]). In this example provided by Barile, the video 
image is still the identifier of the participant. Barile does not appear to disclose or 
suggest that the video image identifier is to be replaced or substituted by the location of 
the participant. In fact, the location, as described by Barile, does not appear to be 
associated with the location of the participant, but rather the location of the video image 
on a display screen. (Barile, [0036]). Hence, Barile still uses the video image as the 
identifier of the participant, while the location of the video image is used to determine 
which audio channel will receive the audio signal. Therefore, Barile fails to disclose 
"wherein the identifier of the first participant comprises a location associated with the 
first participant." 



Serial No.: 10/677,213 

Atty Docket No.: MS1-1676US 

Atty/Agent: Jason D. Mehigan 



-29- lee@hayes The Business of IP® 

www.leehayes.com e 509.324.9256 



Consequently, neither Barile nor Williams disclose, teach, or suggest all of the 
elements and features of claims 1 and 27. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests 
that the rejection of claims 1 and 27 be withdrawn. 



Dependent Claims 1-11. 13. and 15-26 

Claims 1-11, 13, and 15-26 ultimately depend from independent claim 1. As 
discussed above, claim 1 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 1- 
11,13, and 15-26 are also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their 
dependency from an allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the 
additional features that each recites. 



Dependent Claims 28. 30-35, and 37-40 

Claims 28, 30-35, and 37-40 ultimately depend from independent claim 27. As 
discussed above, claim 27 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 28, 
30-35, and 37-40 are also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their 
dependency from an allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the 
additional features that each recites. 



Independent Claim 41 

Applicant submits that the Office has not made a prima facie showing that 
independent claim 41 is obvious in view of Barile. Applicant submits that Barile does 
not teach or suggest the following features of this claim, as amended (with emphasis 
added): 
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• wherein the identifier corresponding to the participant comprises a 
location associated with the participant 

Claim 41 recites in part, "wherein the identifier corresponding to the participant 
comprises a location associated with the participant." The Office cites Barile, as 
teaching this element. (Office Action, page 10.) Barile describes a communication 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants and identifying each participant 
and highlighting which participant is the "active participant." (Barile, abstract). Barile 
describes various identifiers for each participant including moving video images, frozen 
video images, or a photograph. (Barile, [0033]). Barile also describes an embodiment 
that uses two audio tracks (left and right) and broadcasts the audio tracks on the left or 
right track "corresponding to the location on the display of the window showing the video 
image of the active participant. For example, if the image of the active participant is 
being displayed in a window on the left side of the display, then the audio may be output 
to the left side [speaker]." (Barile, [0036]). 

Barile fails to disclose "wherein the identifier corresponding to the participant 
comprises a location associated with the participant" by describing the use of the 
location of window on a display to determine whether an audio signal is directed to a left 
channel speaker or a right channel speaker. Although Barile describes the use of a 
video image to identify an active participant in the video conference, Barile does not 
describe using the "location associated with the participant" as an identifier. Barile 
describes using the location of the identifier on a display screen to determine which 
speaker channel to broadcast an audio signal. For example, if the image of the active 
participant is being displayed in a window on the left side of the display, then the audio 
may be output to the left side [speaker]." (Barile, [0036]). In this example provided by 
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Barile, the video image is still the identifier of the participant. Barile does not appear to 
disclose or suggest that the video image identifier is to be replaced or substituted by the 
location of the participant. In fact, the location, as described by Barile, does not appear 
to be associated with the location of the participant, but rather the location of the video 
image on a display screen. (Barile, [0036]). Hence, Barile still uses the video image as 
the identifier of the participant, while the location of the video image is used to 
determine which audio channel will receive the audio signal. Therefore, Barile fails to 
disclose "wherein the identifier corresponding to the participant comprises a location 
associated with the participant." 

Consequently, Barile does not disclose, teach, or suggest all of the elements 
and features of this claim. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection 
of this claim be withdrawn. 



Dependent Claims 42-46 

Claims 42-46 ultimately depend from independent claim 41. As discussed 
above, claim 41 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 42-46 are 
also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their dependency from an 
allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the additional features 
that each recites. 



Independent Claim 47 

Applicant submits that the Office has not made a prima facie showing that 
independent claim 47 is obvious in view of the combination of Barile and Tackin. 
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Applicant submits that Barile and Tackin do not teach or suggest the following features 

of this claim (with emphasis added): 

• the classifying comprising classifying the received frame as one of the 
plurality of predetermined frame types comprising a live-type frame, a 
phone-type frame, and an unsure-type frame wherein live-type 
frames represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic 
signals generated by a person speaking, and phone-type frames 
represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals 
generated by an audio transducer device 

Claim 47 recites in part, "the classifying comprising classifying the received 
frame as one of the plurality of predetermined frame types comprising a live-type 
frame, a phone-type frame, and an unsure-type frame wherein live-type frames 
represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals generated by a 
person speaking, and phone-type frames represent frames determined to be 
derived from acoustic signals generated by an audio transducer device." The 
Office admits Barile does not disclose this element and cites Tackin as teaching the 
element lacking in Barile. (Office Action, page 18.) Tackin describes a signal 
processing system that discriminates between voice signals and data signals modulated 
by a voiceband carrier. Tackin is generally directed to determining if an electrical signal 
contains voice information or machine information, particularly for phone systems that 
are voice and data/fax capable. (Tackin, Fig. 12). "The human voice detector monitors 
the signal from the near end telephony device for voice... and compares the pitch 
period of said telephony signal to" identify voice samples. (Tackin, [0473]). The power 
levels and the frequency of the incoming voice signal are used to determine if a signal 
includes a voice. (Tackin, [00476]). Tackin broadly describes two techniques for voice 
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detection. "Conventional voice detectors typically monitor the power level of the 
incoming signal to make a voice/machine decision." (Tackin, [0477]). The human voice 
detector "calculates an autocorrelation function for the incoming signal. "A correlation 
function shows how similar two signals are, and how long the signals remain similar 
when one is shifted with respect to the other." (Tackin, [0477]). "The human voice 
detector utilizes this [autocorrelation] feature in conjunction with power measurements 
to distinguish voice signals from modem signals." (Tackin, 0476]). Ultimately, the 
purpose of the voice detector described in Tackin is to determine if the current frame of 
data is from a voice or a modem. (Tackin, [00481]). 

Tackin fails to disclose "predetermined frame types comprising a live-type 
frame, a phone-type frame, and an unsure-type frame wherein live-type frames 
represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals generated by a 
person speaking, and phone-type frames represent frames determined to be 
derived from acoustic signals generated by an audio transducer device." Tackin 
appears directed to determining if an electoral signal is encoded with person's voice or if 
it is encoded with modem data. (Tackin, [0478]). For example, "the human voice 
detector utilizes [an autocorrelation] in conjunction with power measurements to 
distinguish voice signals from modem signals." (Tackin, [0477]). Therefore, Tackin 
does not appear to be directed to determining the origination of the voice signal. 
Specifically, whether the voice signal is "a live-type frame, a phone-type frame, [or] an 
unsure-type frame wherein the live-type frames represent frames determined to be 
derived from acoustic signals generated by a person speaking, and phone-type frames 
representing] frames determined to be device from acoustic signals generated by an 
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audio transducer device." In contrast, the purpose of the voice detector in Tackin is to 
invoke a voice compatible resource if voice information is detected in order to properly 
process voice information. (Tackin, [0473). Tackin does not appear to make the 
distinction between whether the voice signal is live or from a speaker phone; rather, the 
distinction being determined in Tackin is between voice data and modem data. (Tackin, 
[0473). Even if the all the voice signals in Tackin originate from either a live source or a 
speaker phone, Tackin does not determine what analysis techniques are used or what 
resources should be invoked if the voice signal is "live" or from a "phone." In fact, 
Tackin appears only to conduct analysis on electrical phone signals and not acoustic 
signals, therefore it does not appear possible for the voice detector described in Tackin 
to determine if a voice signal is live. Therefore, Tackin fails to disclose "predetermined 
frame types comprising a live-type frame, a phone-type frame, and an unsure-type 
frame wherein live-type frames represent frames determined to be derived from 
acoustic signals generated by a person speaking, and phone-type frames 
represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals generated by an 
audio transducer device. 

Consequently, neither Barile nor Tackin disclose, teach, or suggest all of the 
elements and features of this claim. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that 
the rejection of this claim be withdrawn. 

Dependent Claims 48-62 and 64-69 

Claims 48-62 and 64-69 ultimately depend from independent claim 47. As 
discussed above, claim 47 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 48- 
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62 and 64-69 are also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their 
dependency from an allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the 
additional features that each recites. 



Independent Claim 70 

Applicant submits that the Office has not made a prima facie showing that 
independent claim 70 is obvious in view of Barile and Tackin. Applicant submits that 
neither Barile nor Tackin disclose, teach or suggest the following features of this claim, 
as amended (with emphasis added): 

• classifying the received frame based on spectral data of the received 
frame, the classifying comprising classifying the received frame as one 
of the plurality of predetermined frame types comprising a live-type 
frame; a phone-type frame; and an unsure-type frame, wherein live- 
type frames represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic 
signals generated by a person speaking, and phone-type frames 
represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals 
generated by an audio transducer device 

• wherein the parameters used to classify the frames include the high 
band noise floor energy, low band noise floor energy, frame high band 
energy, frame low band energy, a ratio of the frame high band energy 
to the frame low band energy 

• classifying the received frame from non-spectral data of the received 
frame based on the parameters energy ratio threshold for live speech 
and a energy ratio for phone speech 

Based on similar reasoning shown above in claim 47, Tackin fails to disclose 
"classifying the received frame based on spectral data of the received frame, the 
classifying comprising classifying the received frame as one of the plurality of 
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predetermined frame types comprising a live-type frame; a phone-type frame; and an 
unsure-type frame, wherein live-type frames represent frames determined to be derived 
from acoustic signals generated by a person speaking, and phone-type frames 
represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals generated by an audio 
transducer device." 

Barile and Tackin also fail to disclose "wherein the parameters used to classify 
the frames include the high band noise floor energy, low band noise floor energy, frame 
high band energy, frame low band energy, a ratio of the frame high band energy to the 
frame low band energy" and "classifying the received frame from non-spectral data of 
the received frame based on the parameters energy ratio threshold for live speech and 
a energy ratio for phone speech." Support for the amendments in claim 70 can be 
found in the specification at least at paragraph [0063]. 

Consequently, neither Barile nor Tackin disclose, teach, or suggest all of the 
elements and features of this claim. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that 
the rejection of this claim be withdrawn. 

Dependent Claims 71-83 and 85-90 

Claims 71-83 and 85-90 ultimately depend from independent claim 70. As 
discussed above, claim 70 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 71- 
83 and 85-90 are also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their 
dependency from an allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the 
additional features that each recites. 
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Independent Claim 91 

Applicant submits that the Office has not made a prima facie showing that 

independent claim 91 is obvious in view of Barile and Tackin. Applicant submits that 

neither Barile nor Tackin disclose, teach, or suggest the following features of this claim, 

as amended (with emphasis added): 

• wherein the frame types include a live-type frame; a phone-type frame; 
and an unsure-type frame, wherein live-type frames represent frames 
determined to be derived from acoustic signals generated by a person 
speaking, and phone-type frames represent frames determined to be 
derived from acoustic signals generated by an audio transducer device 

Based on similar reasoning shown above in claim 47, Tackin fails to disclose 
"frame types include a live-type frame; a phone-type frame; and an unsure-type frame, 
wherein live-type frames represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic 
signals generated by a person speaking, and phone-type frames represent frames 
determined to be derived from acoustic signals generated by an audio transducer 
device." 

Consequently, neither Barile nor Tackin disclose, teach, or suggest all of the 
elements and features of this claim. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that 
the rejection of this claim be withdrawn. 



Dependent Claims 92-95 

Claims 92-95 ultimately depend from independent claim 91. As discussed 
above, claim 91 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 92-95 are 
also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their dependency from an 
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allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the additional features 
that each recites. 

Conclusion 

Applicant submits that all pending claims are in condition for allowance. 
Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and prompt issuance of the application. 
If any issues remain that prevent issuance of this application, the Examiner is urged to 
contact the undersigned representative for the Applicant before issuing a subsequent 
Action. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Lee & Hayes, PLLC 
Representative for Applicant 

/Jason D. Mehiqan/ Dated: 7/1/09 

Jason D. Mehigan (jasonm@leehayes.com; 509-944-4743) 
Registration No. 64,307 
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